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The Defense Reorganlizatlion Act of 1986, commonly
referred to as the Goldwater-Nichols Act, ia the most
significant defense reform effort since World War II. It is
another step In a long evolutlonary process that has
attempted to focus our millitary efforts on forces that are
unlfled, flght Jolntly, and have a clear chain of command.
The center of this effort In the Act was the authority of
the combatant commanders, the CINCs. How did this Act come
about? What was the iIntent? Does the CINC operate with the
authority the law intended? And finally, how far has the
effort gone to date? This study attempts to provide insight
ilnto these questlons and evaluate where the military stands
with regard to the Act’s provisions that were directed at
matching the CINC’s authority to responsiblility.
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"With limited forces, nearly everything
that happens nowadays s a joint operation.
No one service plays a paramount role.*
(Lord Mountbatten)
"The effective use of millitary power of the
nation requires that the efforts on the separate
military services be closely integrated...."
(UNAAF 1-1)
"...to place clear responsibility on the
commanders of the unlfied and speclfled
combatant commands and insure that the
authority of those commanders s fully
commensurate with that responsibility..."
(From the purpose statement
of the 1986 Goldwater-
Nichols Act)
The commanders-in-chief of the unlflied and specifled
commands, the CINCs, are our natlion‘’s primary warflghters.
They are the commanders whose responsiblllty It Is to

synchronize and focus the combat power of the United States.

The Defense Reorganlzatlion Act of 1986, commonly
referred to as the Goldwater-Nichols Act, places this
warfighting responsiblillity squarely on the CINCs. The Act
attempted to legislate the authority necessary for them to
carry out thelr role. How successful has the law been In
balancing a CINC’s authorlity with his responsibllities?
This study will assess how his role has been enhanced by the

Implementation of the relevant sections of the




Goldwater-Nichols Act. It will evaluate the current
situation, and assess how !t matches the Law’s [ntent. This
Is by no means a final assessment. The process is
evolutionary, both in the Implementation of the Act and In

the contlinuum of defense reforms.

The Department of Defense (DOD> is responsible for our
national security. Although warflghting Is a primary
function of the DOD, this lIs sometimes obsctired by the
political rhetoric. The best way to defend is to have a
potent offense. This does not imply that we must flght.
However, if we are not prepared to fight, or are perceived
by other nations, as unprepared and unwlllling to use war as
a political option, then we will deal from a weakened

position In the International arena.

The warfighters In the Department of Defense are the
commanders of the eight unlfled and two specifled commands.
These ten “CINCs" are the spearpoints of United States
defengse and securlity policy. The composition and readiness
of thelir commands add credibility to U.S. national strategy
and the attendant policy. The defense policy iIs set by the
nation’s leadership. The strategy that s developed from it
Is carrled out primarily by the CINCs.

It is apparent that the combatant commanders, the
CINCs, are in a pre-eminent millitary role within the

Department of Defense. This was not always the case. The




power and authority of the CINCs has been evolutionary. It
began with thelr establishment in 1947 and has evolved
throughout the intervening years by changes In policy,
directives, and legisliation. The most profound change thus
far was brought about by the passage of the
Golawater-Nichols Defense Reorganlzatlon Act of 1986. This
bll]l has been called the most sweeping reorganization of the
Defense Department In lts history. The blll went far beyond
Just Increasing the authorlity of the combatant commanders.
However, In terms of providing for the most effectlve way of
improving the nation’s warfighting capabllity, the
provisions that deal with the combatant commands are among

the most important in the Act.

The study will flrst look at the hlistory of defense
reform from 1945 to 1986, examinlng each succeeding change.
This will be followed by an examination of the
Goldwater-Nichols Act, concentrating on those provisions
that affected the combatant commanders, providing some
Insight Into the intent the framers of the legislatlion had
in mind when it was written. It Is Important that any
assessment be based on the intended meaning of the Act, not
simply the words. Additionally, the study will provide an
assessment of where the DOD is today with respect to what
the Act intended. Flnally, a brief look at future questions

on reform as it takes [ts next evolutlionary step.




A thorough study of Operation Desert Storm, and its
predecessor, Desert Shleld, wlll provide an opportunlty for
a much more definitive study on this subject. Thlis study
will draw upon the 1imlted data avallable to date. A

further assessment will be left to the post war period.

What is the history of reform that led up to the

passage of Goladwater-Nichols?

"The problems this blll (Goldwater-Nichols)

seeks to cure were evident long before the 1950‘s,

Many date back to the Spanish-American War.

Serious problems were evident durling the

battles of the Second World War, Including

Pear! Harbor and Leyte Gulf. They were

repeated during the Viet Nam War, the

Pueblo Seizure, the Iranlan Hostage rescue

mission, and even during the successful

incursion into Grenada.*l

This quote s from the speech made by Senator Barry

Goldwater on the floor of the Senate, 7 May 1986. It was
made In conjunctlon with the introductlon of the Senate’s
version of the legislatlion that was to become the Defense
Reorganization Act of 1986. The Act, designated the
Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reorganl!zatlion Act, was not an end
point but rather another step along a continuum of reform
efforts that started, in earnest, after World War II. In
order to understand the current Act it |s helpful to review

the past efforts i{n thls evolutlon.

What was the driving force behind all of these reforms?

What was the obJective Congress and the administration




gsought to legislate? Obviously, it was to imprcve the
capabllity of the Department of Defense to fight wars.
Enhanced warflghting capablility was at the core of the Act
and all of the previous congressional and departmental
reform efforts.2 These efforts also had another common
thread which was, that unifled actions by the services would
enhance warfighting capabllity. Joint operatlions are more
efficlent and effective, not only on the battlefield but
inside the DOD functional structure. President Elsenhower
sald of this:

"Separate ground, sea, and ailr warfare |s

gone forever. If ever agaln we should be

involved in war, we will fight it in all

elements, with all services as one single

concentrated effort....Strategic and

tactical planning must be completely

unl fled, combat forces organized into

unified command..... gsingly led and

prepared to fight as one, regardless

of service."3
Though this quote 1s from a speech made In 1958, |t
approprliately sums up the feellngs of many of the reform
leaders throughout the perliod from World War II to the
present. There were six major actlons undertaken between
World War II and the passage of Goldwater-Nichols. They are
summarized in Armed Forces Staff College Publication Chart,
Figure 1. They were all undertaken in the name of reforming
the defense establ ishment, making It more effectlve and

efflclent, with the alm of Improving our nation’s

warflghting capabillty.




LEGISLATIVE CHANGES TO THE JCS
LEGISLATION PROVISIONS

DESIGNATED SECRETARY OF NATIONAL DEFENSE TO
EXERCISE GENERAL AUTHORITY,DIRECTION, & CONTROL

CREATED THE NATIONAL MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT
ESTABLISHED USAF
1947 ESTABLISHED CIA AND NSC
NATIONAL GAVE MILITARY DEPARTMENT HEADS CABINET RANK
SECURITY ACT AND APPOINTED THEM TO MEMBERSHIP ON NSC
® ESTABLISHED JCS AS PERMANENT AGENCY

JCS BECAME PRINCIPAL MILITARY ADVISERS TO PRESIDENT
* & SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

ESTABLISHED UNIFIED / SPECIFIED COMMANDS

1948 JCS MEMBERS FUNCTION AS EXECUTIVE AGENTS FOR
KEY WEST UNIFIED COMMANDS

AGREEMENT SERVICE ROLES DEFINED

MILITARY DEPARTMENT HEADS LOSE CABINET RANK
1949 AND ARE REMOVED FROM NSC

RENAMED NME THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
AMENDMENT o CREATED OFFICE OF CHAIRMAN

1952 ¢ GAVE COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS (CMC)
AMENDMENT - CO-EQUAL STATUS ON JCS ON MARINE CORPS ISSUES

e REMOVED JCS FROM EXECUTIVE AGENT STATUS, I €.,
1953 HANDLING DAY-TO-DAY COMMUNICATIONS ‘&
SUPERVISION OVER UNIFIED COMMANDS
AMENDMENT ¢ £oTaABLISHED MILITARY DEPARTMENTS AS EXECUTIVE
AGENTS FOR UNIFIED COMMANDS

GAVE CHAIRMAN THE VOTE
1958 REMOVED MILITARY DEPARTMENTS AS EXECUTIVE AGENT

JOINT STAFF HAS NO EXECUTIVE AUTHORITY BUT
AMENDMENT ASSISTS THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE IN EXERCISING
DIRECTION OVER UNIFIED COMMANDS

1978

AMENDMENT ® MADE CMC A FULL MEMBER OF JCS

DESIGNATED CHAIRMAN PRINCIPAL MILITARY ADVISER
1986 TRANSFERRED DUTIES OF CORPORATE JCS TO CHAIRMAN
AMENDMENT CREATED POSITION OF VICE CHAIRMAN

SPECIFIED OPERATIONAL CHAIN OF COMMAND TO RUN
FROM PRESIDENT TO SECRETARY OF DEFENSE TO
UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED COMBATANT COMMANDERS

References:  National Security Act of 1947, as amended; FIG1
Reorganization of the National Security Organization,
Report of the CNO Select Panel, dated March 1985




The first of these efforts was the 1947 National
Security Act. It was a compromlise that grew out of the
opposing posltlons on reform taken by the Army and the Navy
after World War II. The debates that ensued were
characterlized at times as flercely bitter. The Navy, on one
side, steadfastly flghting to retain its autonomy and
control over lts misslions, opposed the creation of anything
like a single Department of Defense. The Navy’s objections
concerned the uniflcatlion of the services and a concern that
the attendant centrallzatlon would limlt opposing points of
view.4 Additionally, the Navy saw a single Department of
Defense as a threat because the Army, being much larger,
would dominate the organization.5 The Army, on the other
hand, had several points it lobbled Congress for. Some of
these were: a single Secretary of Defense, unified
commands, a single budget iInstead of service budgets beling
submitted to the President, a separate Alr Force, and
restricted naval avliatlon missions.® This debate raged on
Iin Washington. It became so Intense that a 1945 Newsweek
story called it the "Battle of the Potomac*. What emerged
as the Natlonal Securlty Act of 1947 was not perfect by any
means. It was a compromise that created the National
Milltary Establ lshment and the other major points listed In

Figure 1.




The unlfled and speclfled commands were establ|shed
under thlis Act. They were, for the most part,
geographically based; Strategic Alir Command belng the
exceptlion and they reported dlirectly to the JCS.7 The CINCs
had little or no control over forces assigned because they
were at the mercy of the services for equipment, training,
etc. This forced the CINCs to work through the services,
and to accommodate them. It was a flaw that would remain

throughout much of the reform process.8

The next step in the evolution was the Key West
Agreement of 1948. Though not a congressional lnitlatlve,
It was an attempt to correct problems In the DOD structure
that the 1947 Act did not. It had a minor effect on the
combatant commanders. The agreement which was worked out
between the services and the Secretary of Defense was
Intended to clarlfy the services’ roles and missions. A
document was produced entitled "Functlions of the Armed
Forces and the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff". Its prlmary purpose
was to delineate which service had authorlity to do what
missions. Emerging from Key West were three separate
services, each with primary responsibilities and missions.
Addltionally, they had agreed to assist each other In
accomplishing their missions, however there was no strong
lncentive to do thls,

"...Key West set up the basic structure of

responsgslblilitles and missions. Interservice

8




disputes did not end. Since each service had
1t8s own programs and doctrines to protect,
none of the three wanted to waste valuable
budget money and resSources on programs
designed to aid its Pentagon rival. Under
the Key West structure, there was very

llttle tncentive to do so."?

The one area that affected the combatant commanders
was the appointment of individual JCS members to act as
executive agents for speclflc CINCs. It was hoped that thls

would glve them a stronger Joint advocate. It did not.

The Key West Agreement of March 1948 did not produce
lasting agreement. Almost immediately after Its adoptlion
additional problems arose. The central lssue was the Navy’s
nuclear role. The Secretary of Defense called a second
meeting at Newport, RI In August 1948. Another compromise
was worked. The "Newport Agreements" gave the Navy a role
In nuclear weapons and put the Air Force in the lead role.
This compromise did not end the service disputes, they would

ralse up agalin and again.

The 1949 amendment to the National Security Act did not
directly affect the CINCs except that |t did nothling to
strengthen thelir positions. The amendment was Intended to
correct some of the weaknesses that were bullt Into the
“"comprom{se® Act of 1947. It reduced the status of the
service departments by designating them as subordlnate
departments to the newly designated Department of Defense.

The Secretary of Defense was given "effectlve authority and




control over the milltary budgets' of the Department of
Defense. The Secretary was glven control over the
submission of all leglslation for appropriations. Flnally,
the position of Chairman was added, as a flfth non-voting
member to the Jolnt Chliefs of Staff. The thrust of the 1949
amendment was to strengthen the central control of the DOD.
It was also aimed at creating a more unlifled approach to the
defense of the country. It too fell short of the mark.

“If the 1949 Amendment was expected to quell

gervice rivalry, it falled to meet that goal.

The provision concerning the Joint Chlefs of

Staff confused rather than ctarified their

role In providing advice to the President

while the Chalirman was to take precedence over

all other offlcers In the Armed Services. He

was not to exercise millitary command over the

Joint Chlefs of Staff. In effect, they merely

added another member to the committee of

equals."10

1953 saw the election of President Eisenhower. Here

was a leader who had broad experience within the Unlted
States military establishment. He had criticlzed aspects of
the military’s performance during his campaign, especlally
the inabllity of the services to effectively work Jjointly.11
He bellieved that if he strengthened the JCS Chalirman, Staff,
and the Combatant Commanders this would promote Jjointness

and weaken the services parochlial strongholds.12

The 1953 and 1958 defense reform efforts addressed four
areas that President Elsenhower felt hindered the joint

structure from accompllshing 1ts tasks:

10




1. The Chairman’s lack of independent authority.
2. The dual-hattling of service chlefs as members
of the JCS and as milltary leaders of their
service.
3. The dominance individual services exerclsed
over the Joint staff.
4. The weakness of the unifled and specifled
commanders.13
Elsenhower fought vigorously for these reforms. He was
resisted by the usual group of senior offlcers, service
chlefs, and service secretarles. There was a feellng among
the military that he did not listen to their advice and
comments. He said: "It wasn’t that the military was
ignored, it was that each service was lgnored; the military

was unable to volce a unlfled posltion.*14

Eilsenhower, from hls experience In World War II, felt
that the United States would be best served by lts military
lf there were a Jjolnt force, unified and led by a single
commander. He felt that service rivalries were counter
productive and detracted from readiness and warflightlng
capabllity. The key to Improving the warflightling capabl!llty
of the United States was the strengthening of both the

. Chairman of the Jolnt Chliefs of Staff and the commanders of

the unifled and spec!fled commands.15

11




The passage of the Defense Reorganization Acts of 1953
and 1958 brought to a close the major post World War II era
of defense reform legislative efforts. The President was
not able to attaln all of hls goals. He dld, however,
substantively Increase the power and authority of the
Secretary of Defense. This was accomplished by
strengthening the Secretary’s control over centrallzed
budgeting. Thls gave him a greater degree of control over
the services’ programs. The power and authority of the
Chalirman of the Jolnt Chlefs was another area that President
Eisenhower felt was strongly in need of reform. The Act,
however, falled to significantly enlarge the powers of the
Chairman. He did not get the kind of authorlity over the
corporate JCS that Elsenhower wanted. He got a vote, but
not the abillity to Insure that the JCS could produce a truly
unifled position, free of the influence of parochlally
driven compromise. The bottom line was, the Service Chiefs
drew thelr power from being Chlef of thelr service. This
made It extremely difficult for them to declde an issue from

a truly unifled or joint perspective.l6

The proposed reforms of 1953 and 1958 were wide in
scope. One area President Elsenhower felt particularly
strong on was the unifled operational command structure.
This was due, again, to hlis wartime experience. He wanted

to create a truly unifled command structure one In which the

12




commander had true control of his assigned forces. He
envisioned a system In which the service, to whom the
assigned unlt belonged, would take responsibllity for the
maintenance of the forces: recrulting, organizing,
tralnling, and equlpping.!? The commanders of the unfied
commands, on the other hand, would have true operational

command of the forces.

This set up a situation as depicted in Figure 2, where
one chaln of command was from the Natlional Command Authority
(NCA> through the milltary departments to the component
commands. This was the adminlistrative chaln of command.

The other, the operational command chain, was routed from
NCA through the corporate Joint Chiefs.18 The latter chain
was made more confusing because of the role the JCS played.
They were transmitters of the orders and this was enough to
blur the command lline and cause confusion about who was
directing the unified commands.1? This arrangement also
left the CINCs dependent on the services for thelr command’s
composition and readiness In peacetime. Although, Iin
wartime, he was In command he would have to flight with what

was gliven him by the services without much recourse.

13
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NATIONAL MILITARY COMMAND STRUCTURE (NMCS)
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(Reprinted from AFSC Pub 1)

The outcome of these reforms was that the force was not
truly Jolnt and the services dominated the commands through
their component command’s rellance on the parent service.

In fact, the phrase used In the definition of hls authority
to command was “command through the component commands*.
This agaln shows that after over a decade of effort the
United States stll] had not broken the indlvidual services
hold on the armed forces. Though some structural

improvements had been made, the wider Jjoint view of

14




warfighting was not the predominant view. Service rivalry
and parochlallism stil] dlctated the way we approached

national defense.

The perlod 1958-1982 was one of relative calm with
regard to defense reform. There were Internal efforts ln
the DOD, but they were not almed directly at the jolntness
or unified forces issues. Notable among these was Secretary
McNamara“‘s Introductlion of the planning, programming, and
budgeting system (PPBS) In the 1960’s. The CINCs, however,

had little Influence In the system.

The perlod was also marked by the Initiation of several
studies which were conducted on DOD structure and function.
There were also calls for reform, most from outside the DOD.
One such study was undertaken by the DOD entitled “Defense
Organizational Study of 1977~1980" (DOS 77-80). It found,
among other things, that the unlfled command system, twenty
two years after the last legislative reform, was stll]l weak
and In need of structural reform. It stated, in part, that
the CINC had to fight with a force that In peace time he had
limited Influence over. The study maintalned that there was
a basic flaw In the system:

*The fundamental diffliculty lnherent in the
organizatlional structure |s service influence
over the CINC’s forces. The services not only
tralin and equlp the forces assigned to the
component commands under each CINC, they also

control the flow of resources to those commands.
Thus the services have the major iInfluence on

15




both structure and the readiness of the forces
for which the CINC ls responsible.*20

The study further stated that there was some |imlted
influence the CINCs could have by voicing concerns to the
JCS but, the bottom line was, the lndividual service chlefs

made the declislions for thelr forces assigned to the CINCs.Z21

There were many other studles conducted on the subjects
of defense reform durlng the perlod. In fact, at least
twenty studies and reports were written. They Included:

The Symington Study in 1960, the Fitzhugh Blue Ribbon
Defense Report In 1970, the Steadman Commlttee Report on
Natlonal Military Command Structure in 1978, General Jones’
Reorganlizatlion Proposal In 1982, DOD Review of JCS
Rer..ganlzational Proposals of 1984, and the President’s Blue
Ribbon commission on Defense Management (Packard Commission)
in 1986. Each of these polnted out real and perceived
weaknesses in the warfighting capabllity of the United

States.

The studies were not the only body of proof that was
mounting to convince Congress and others that reform was
necessary. There were several mlllitary operations conducted
during this period that also demonstrated a need for reform.
One of these was the USS Pueblo incident on 23 January 1968.
This pointed out the inherent problems with the lack of a

totally unifled command structure. It was felt that had

16




such a structure been in place and reacted in a timely
manner, the Incldent could have been avolded. Clearly there
was a confused command structure below the combatant command
level.

“...This lack of actlion, in turn, can be traced

to problems with the US mlilltary command structure

In the reglon....Speclfically, the lack of

unlfication at levels subordlinate to the unlfled

commander .22
A second operatlion undertaken during the period that
highlighted system deficlencies was the Iran hostage rescue.
This mission was planned in an ad hoc manner and had a
questionable unified command structure among its faults. In
addition, there were many charges that the parochial
Interests of the service played a part In the mission’s
fallure. The charges were vigorously denied but the
perceptlion of reformers in and out of Congress was that
parochlallsm did contribute to the fallure. Finally, In the
Grenada operatlon, consldered by the milltary to be a
success, there were shortcomings brought to light in the
services’ ablillity to work together in jolnt operations. The
problems were real and prompted Senator Sam Nunn to comment
about the operatlon on the floor of the US Senate, "...US

Armed Forces have serious problems conducting joint

operations.*23

The combination of these operations and the studles put

tremendous pressure on the Department of Defense to change.
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It pointed out that the long sought abllity to conduct joint
operations was not a reality. The perception, and for the
most part, the reallity was that the services did not really
want to work together. It was still felt that the primary
focus for jolnt operatlions was the CINCs but, they contlnued
to lack the authority to match their responsibllity. The
stage was set for the “"close ln battles" that led to passage

of the Goldwater-Nlchols Act.

Where did the CINCs stand in the early 1980‘s, at the
beginning of the most recent efforts to lmprove the
warfighting capabllity of the United States? The studlies
indicated change was necessary, operations were not going
well. Generals Jones and Meyers had stated that these were
problems in our military, and that structural changes were
necessary. There was mounting pressure for change and the
sensing was that meaningful change would not come from

within the defense establishment or from executive order.

The reorganizatlon effort was wide-ranging. Various
bills introduced In both Houses covered virtually all
aspects of the Defense Department operatlions. Most of the
efforts recognized the need for an enhancement of the CINC’s
authority If there was any hope of improving Jjoint
operations. Numerous hearlings were held and nearly one
hundred witnesses were heard. A sense was emerglng that

there were several areas that needed to be addressed |f a
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more unlfled warfighting force, that could conduct Joint
operatlons focused on mlsslon accompllshment, was to be
created. Flrst was the authority of the CINC.
Additionally, service parochliallsm needed to be curbed.
Finally, there was the strenthenlng of the JCS Chalrman’s
authorlity and position. Each of these was important but,
the CINCs authority to discharge thelr responsibilities an+

influence the Department of Defense was the key.

The "close-in battle" for passage of the
Goldwater-Nichols Act was a classic battle. The battle
lines for the most part were drawn with the Potomac Rliver as
the separating line. The Department of Defense, led by
Secretary Weinberger, the JCS, the Service Secretaries and
thelr Chiefs, testifled almost to a man that the legislation
would serlously hamper our natlon’s defense effort. Thelr
testimony at times was emotional. The DOD, Including the
JCS, lobbled hard agalnst passage. The JCS was particularly
concerned with provisions of the varlous blills that gave
what they considered to be too much power to the CINCs. It
was felt this would set up a power struggle between the
powerful Chalrman and the CINCs and severely hamper the

service chiefs abllity to function.24

The other side of the battle line consisted of
Congress, thelr staff, outside defense experts, and many

former military and defense leaders who largely supported
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the strengthening of the CINCs and the Chalrman. The
legisliation was fought every step of the way by the
Department of Defense and it Is very llkely that
Goldwater-Nichols would not have emerged as what some have
called the most signiflcant reform legislation since 1947 if
it had not been for three men. Although there were many
people who played Important roles, among them Generals Jones
and Meyers, the fact remains that had it not been for
Senator Barry Goldwater, Senator Sam Nunn, and the late
Representative Blll Nichols, this leglslatlon would not have
ever been passed. Thelir presence In the Congress and their
recognized defense expertise carrled the battle through,
over heavy opposition. The final push that made
Goldwater-Nichols a reallty was the Packard Commlission
report. Thlis Presidential Blue Ribbon Panel’s
recommendations were for the most part in agreement with
those in the legislation moving through Congress. The
Increase In the power and authority of the CINCs was seen in
the report as a requirement for a more effectlve warfighting

capabillty.

The feelings with regard to these reform efforts on the
combatant commands were summed up by Senator Goldwater who
stated In his closing remarks, while Introducing the
legislatlion In the Senate that:

“...for the first time, we have organizational

arrangements that will lead to true unity of effort
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in the Pentagon and in the warfighting commands

In the fleld. Most Importantly,....these new
organization and command arrangements will enable
young men and women who wear the Amerlican military
uniform to accomplish thelr missions wlthout
unnecessary sacrifices or loss of life."25

The Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 was an lmportant
plece of leglslation and |t has had a significant effect on
the way the Department of Defense operates. The prlimary
focus of the Act is to Improve the nation’s warfighting
ability and the primary focus within that area Is enhancing
the authority of the Chalrman of the Jolint Chlefs and gliving
authorlty to the combatant commanders to match thelr
responsiblities. President Reagan, in his 26 Aprlil 1986
message to Congress, captured the thrust and intent of the
legislation and his directives. He stated: "If our defense
program is to achieve maximum effectiveness, It must be
genuinely unified."'26 He further clarifled his point
regarding the relationship between the individual sgservices
and a unifled command structure by stating:
*Separate service responsiblilities and
activities must always be only the branches,
not the central trunk of the national securlity
tree. Unifled effort iIs not only a pre-
requisite for successful command of milltary
operations during wartime, today it is also
indispensable for strategic planning and for
effective direction of our defense program in
peacetime."27

On the relationship of the National Command Authority and

the CINC he stated:

“In providing for the timely and effectlve
use of Armed Forces....our entire defense
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establ ishment |s focused on supporting thls

gspecial relationship...All other aspects of

our defense organization must be subordlnate

to this purpose."28
The law’s intent in this area was clear. Joint operations
under a strong uni{fled commander was the way to lnsure a
more effectlve and efflclent warfightling capablliity. It
recognized that the CINCs were the focal point of this
effort and legislated the authority of a CINC in an attempt

to match his responsiblities. Title 11, Part B of the Act
(PL99-433) became Chapter 6 of US Code Title 10, It lays

out in great detall what authority Congress wanted the CINC
to have. The law establlishes a clear chain of command from
the President through the Secretary of Defense to the CINC.
It places the Chairman of the JCS (CJCS) In a role of
communicator of dlrectlives. It appolnts the CJCS to be the
principal military advisor to the President. Further, it
allows for the CJCS to supervise the CINCs when directed.
However, it specifically states “such assignment does not
confer any command authority on the Chalrman*. The Act
also focused the power away from the service departments by
directing that all “"forces" be assigned to the combatant
commands. It did allow for some forces to be retalned under
gservice control but these were for the functlons of
equipping, training, sustaining, etc. The intent was for
the CINCs to control, on a dally basis, those forces

necegsary to accomplish thelr misslion.
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The law clearly places responsibility for mission
acompl lshment on the shoulders of the CINCs. It further
directs them to communicate directly with the Secretary when
they feel they have a problem with thelr ablllty to
accomplish assigned missions. The intent here was to Insure
that the CINC was accountable for his actlons. He could not
malintaln that he could not volce hls concerns. The most
extensive sectlon In the chapter deals with the command
authority of the CINC. Here, the Congress got very speclflic
in directing the Secretary of Defense to insure that the

definition of command included:

1. “Glving authoritative direction to subordinate
commands...necessary to carry out missions
assigned...including authoritative direction
over all aspects of military operations, joint

training, and logistics.*

2. "Prescribe the chalin of command to commands and

forces within the command."

3. '“0Organize and employ the forces...as he considers

necessary."

4. “Assign command functlions tc subordlinate

commanders*

S. "Coordinating and approving those aspects of
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administration and support ¢(including control of
resources and equipment, lnternal organization and
tralning? and disciplline necessary to carry out

missions...."

6. "Authority to select subordlinate commanders and
staff...suspending subordlinates and court-martial

authori{ty over the force."29

The law contlinues on to state that the Secretary and the
Chairman will do everything in thelr power to assist the
CINCs in their missions. They must also conduct reviews to
Insure that the directives are being followed by the

gervices, and the rest of the Department of Defense.

The Act, to emphasize the authorlity of the CINC,
details his authority over the subordinate commanders,
Including the fact that they are subject to his authority
alone In operational matters, and that should the CINC
desire, he must be advised of all communicatlons between the
subordinates and thelir parent service, even those on matters
outside the CINC’s authority. Further, the law detalls that
subordinates will not be selected or assigned without the
CINC’s concurrence, and that he will evaluate them and
submit reports to the Service Secretary and the Chalrman of

the Joint Chlefs of Staff.
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- The Law ig also quite specific as to what the services’
roles are In support of the CINCs. Included In each

services’ section of the Law |s a sentence that reads:

“The service will in carrylng out the
functions of (their department) so as to
fulfill to the maximxum extent practlcable

the current and future operational require-

ments of the unified and speclfied combatant

commands. " 30

The combatant commanders were also directed to submit

separate budgets, however, there was a stipulatlion that the
"Secretary of Defense (after consultation with the Chairman
of the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff) would determine what would be
approprliate’. The intent was that each CINC would submit a
separate budget requesting funding in "Jjolnt exercises',
“force training", "contingencles", and "selected operationsg*
as deemed appropriate by the CINC. Thls agaln was an

attempt to give the CINCs greater control of thelr command

by giving him greater resource allocation authority.

The Law also included a sectlion which recommended the
establ ishment of a Special Operations Command and a uniflied
Transportation Command, among other revisions to the
combatant commands, that should be looked at by the

Secretary of Defense.

It |s clear after reviewing the Act and reading the
hearling transcripts that Congress, and the Preslident to a

lesgser degree, were Intent on forclng the Department of
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Defense to change its way of dolng business, wlth regard to
warfighting. The focus was to be at the cutting edge, the
combatant commands. Maximum effort was to be directed
toward misslion accompllishment. The traditlional service
rivalrles were to be dampened, the forces were to be tralned
to fight jolintly as a rule, and not as pure services. The
efforts In the area of resource allocation and doctrine were
to be alllgned with this new focus. The Act attempted to
legislate what reformers had dreamed of for at least forty

years.

How has the Department of Defense done in
implementation of those sections in the Goldwater-Nichols
Act that relate to the combatant commands? Do the CINCs
have the authorlity that the Act intended? 1Is the intent
being clrcumvented? Where do we stand today, four and a

half years after the passage of PL 99-433?

The change that was directed was a change in the
fundamental way of doing business in the Department of
Defense. It should be noted that the Act and the process
that led to its passage have put visibility on the inner
workings of the services and the defense establ ishment at
large. Thls has allowed the elements that were for change

to gain exposure.
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Four and a half years is stl)l] rather a short perlod of
time to overcome two hundred years of mllltary culture,
service parochiallism, and an entrenched bureaucracy that had
a different method of executing defense pollicy. There was a
gervice orlented culture that Goldwater-Nlichols sought to
reorient. It should be noted that other actions, most
notably the Packard Commission Report which promogated NSDD
219, a directive that by executive decree mandated change in
the operations of the Department of Defense, was glven
impetus by the reform act process. Additlionally, there were
reforms inltlated prlior to the passage of the Act that were
brought about as a reaction to its anticlpated passage. The
conclusion {s that there currently exists an environment of
change that was fostered not only by the actual Act but by

the whole process that led to the Act’s passage.

Assessing the Ilmpact of the Act on the CINCs authority
and hls ablllty to enhance hls warflghting capabllity Is
complex. It requires a look at several areas within the DOD
that the Act dealt with. They include: the enhanced
authority of the Secretary of Defense and the CJCS, the
changes in regulations and directives, the planning,
programming, and budgeting system, and the training and

doctrine development process.

The CINC“s authority has grown due to the Act’s

speclflic treatment of the Secretary of Defense and the CJCS.
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They have been glven direct guidance by Congress to insure
that the CINCs are afforded the authority to do thelir jobs.
Additionally, they are speciflically directed to review and
evaluate the CINC’s abllity to accomplish his assigned
misslons. In thls area there are some gquestions. The
feeling was that there is one person that has the power,
under the Act, to insure that the CINCs have not only the
appropriate authority to match their responsibllities but
the capacity. Capacity is defined as the "means to
accomp!ish assigned missions*.31 The Secretary is the one
person, under the President, who has total command of the
force, both from the service department side and the
combatant command. This is in place in the Act. In this
regspect the CINCs have galnéd under the Act. The Secretary
is using this power. However, the evaluation is that more
could be done.32 The current Secretary sSeems to be using
his authorlity to fully back the CENTCOM Commander in the
progsecution of the war |In Southwest Asla. Open sources
Indlcate that, In thls instance, the CINC ls receliving the
full measure of support to give him the kind of authority
the Act Intended. Thls of course |Is a war situation. It
does however prove that the law glves those concerned the
abllity to carry out its intent. The question is in a peace
time situation Is the CINC recelving the same support? The
answer appears to be a little less clear. The Secretary has

given greater emphasis to the needs of the CINCs. He has
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backed them on a number of occasions, but It appears not to

the extent he has in a wartime situatlion.

The CINCs, as stated earller, have several aspects to
thelr power which dlrectly reflect on thelr abillty to carry
out assligned missions. They are responsiblilty,
accountablllty, authority, and capacity. In a recent
article by Retired LTG John Cushman they were rated as to
how they were delineated before and after Goldwater-Nichols.

His results were:33

Functions = _Before G-N @ After G-N
Responsibility Could only be Stated explicitly
inferred and clearly
Accountablility Impllied only Expllclt
Authority Not ment!oned Explliclt, strong
Capaclty Not mentioned Spelled out

in some gpecifics
Clearly, from a statuatory point of view, the CINC Is

stronger today than prior to the Act.

In response to Goldwater-Nlchols the definitlon of
command for a CINC was changed. In Joint Pub 0-2 it has
changed from OPCON (Operational Command> to a CINC unique
COCOM (Combatant Command). This was not merely a name
change. Although the two read similarly there are three
Important exceptlions. COCOM expands “composition of

subordinate forces" wlith the phrase "lnvolving, organlizing,
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and employlng commands and forces." Further, the pre-Act
definition states that authority over administration,
discipline, internal organization, and unit trainlng was not
included in the CINC’s command authority. COCOM deletes
that phrase and gives the CINC "authorltatlve directlion over
all aspects of military operations, Jjolnt training and
loglstics necessary to accomplish missions assigned to the
command". Flnally, to emphasize the weight of COCOM, the
sentence "COCOM furnlshes full authorlty to organlze and
employ command and forces as the CINC considers necessary to
accompl ish assigned missions" |s added. It is clear that
the authority now given the CINC as expressed in the
definition of his command authorlty (s in line with the
Act’s Intent. Another document that has changed to reflect
the new status of the CINC is DOD Directive 5100.1. The
functlion of the CINC as delineated in the Law are outlined
verbatim in DOD Directive 5100.1 (Functions of the
Department of Defense and its Major Agencies). This
provides another documented source of the CINC’s authorlity.
It appears that on a JCS and DCD level the CINC has the

Act’s Intent imbedded in the proper documents.

How, In practice, does the CINC’s authority match the
law’s Intent? The law envisloned a CINC having almost total
control of all services assigned to him, and |f he were

glven a geographical area of responsibllity he would control
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all forces that entered into his area, elther land, sea, or
alr. The CINC would also have tremendous Influence In the
resources nesessary to accomplish hlis mlission. One way he
would be able to influence his resources was through the
submission of a budget, that would provide his funds for
such activities at "jolnt exerclises, force training,

contingencles, and other operatlions as approprlate".

The current unlfied command plan (Flg. 3) recognizes
ten CINC’s: eight unified and two speclfied. Flve of the
eight unified commands, CINCLANT, CINCPAC, CINCENT, CINCEUR,
and CINC SOUTH, are geographical commands. The remaining
three CINCSOC, CINC TRANS, and CINC SPACE are supporting
CINCs. CINC FORSCOM ls the remaining supportling CINC and
CINCSAC |Is the other speclfled command, he has the Alr Force
portion of the nuclear retallatory forces. The law requlires
that all forces, except a small force for service related
functions, |.e. Baslic Tralnlng and Recrulting, be assigned
to a CINC. This has in fact happened. However, the intent
of the Law was circumvented. The Law envisioned forces
assigned to the warfighting CINCs ready and free to
particlpate In Jolnt tralning and exerclises. Thls Is not
always the case: The Naval forces are for the most part
kept under naval command. An example s CINCLANT, he is the
Naval Component Commander for CINCSOUTH. CINCPAC, an

Admiral, has the bulk of the remaining naval forces assigned
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to his command. The Army has the bulk of 1ts CONUS forces
assigned to a specifled command, CINC Forces Command. The
CINCENT and CINC SOUTH do not command these forces on a
daily basis. Additionally, CINCENT’s Army Component
Commander (ARCENT)> Is Third US Army. This Headgquarters was
severely understaffed and was under great stress in the
inltial stages of the Desert Shield deployment. The forces
of ARCENT dld not answer on a dally basis to Third Army but
to Forces Command. Another example Is in the Alr Force.
The Tactical Air Command (TAC) |s assigned to Headquarters,
Department of the Alr Force. TAC has "OPCON" of virtually
all tactical air assets In the continental United States in
peacetime. The forces have however "asslgnments" to
CINCCENT, CINCLANT, CINCEUR, and CINCSOUTH. But, the
commanders answer on a daily basis, to Commander TAC, not
the CINCs. It appears that the letter of the law is being
followed, but to varying degrees, the intent ls not. Each
service can articulate reasons for its interpretations and
the assignment relationshlips but the fact remains that the
Act intended to break down this pure service system. As
stated earllier, the change |Is a cultural one and will not
come over night. This system of force assignment hlinders
CINCs In thelr abllity to be totally ready. It appears that
what the services have done |s assigned the bulk of their
forces to CINC’s of the same unlformed service or assigned

them in name only to a CINC and retain control under a
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service command. This appears to violate the spirit of the

law.

The Act has had positive Impact on some areas. The
CINCs are, for the most part, i{n control of the forces that
operate In thelr area of operations (AOR>. There 13 stlll
some questlon of responslblllity when ocean areas are
adjacent to a non-Naval CINC’‘s AOR, but, as in CENTCOM,
these problems can be resolved. There stlll remains a
fundamental dlfference In how the Navy and the law view this
area. Another area that shows the lncreased author!ty of
the CINCs is the control over subordinates. The CINCs do
have a much stronger volce in who works for them. They are

being given the right of refusal over component commanders.

One example of Inter-service cooperation that probably
would not have been possible pre Goldwater-Nichols is the
CENTCOM alr operations In Desert Storm. Thls appears to be
working smoothly with all services operations working from a
slngle alr-tasking order, prepared by the alr component
commander .34 (Fig. 4) The basic doctrines of the services
have not changed but they are making it work as the law

envisioned.

The area of greatest impact to date is that of resource
allocation. The CINCs enjoy an lncreased amount of

influence in the area of resources. They have been given
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Desert Shield Air Tasking and Airspace Coordination
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entry into the PPBS System since the early 1980‘s. However,
according to a recent GAO report the CINCs *particlpatlion in
the resource allocatlon process has contlinued to lncrease
since Congress passed the Reorganizatlion Act".35 [n fact,
DOD 7045.7, "Implementation of the PPBS", was amended 9
April 1987 to address CINC participation. The CINCs have
several chances to impact the process and let their desires
be known at all levels. There are no less than nine such

lnput occassions:

- Jolnt Strateglic Planning Document

- Integrated Priority List (IPL)

- Defense Planning Guidance (DPG)

- Defense Planning and Resources Board Conslderatlion of
DPG

- Input to service POMS

- Issue paper cycle

- DRB conslideration of POMS

- Dep Secretary of Defense consideration of program

execution

CJCS/CINC Congressional testimony
The CINC iIs in personal attendance at several of these

occaslions.

The report of the GAO aiso noted that the CINCs
extensively used the DOD management systems, both the Joint

Strateglc Planning System and the PPBS, to exchange
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Information.36 They do get adequate input opportunities
durlng the planning programming phases. The CINCs Impact
during budgeting |8 generaily through the CJCS because of
Input suspense during the reviews.37 0n the whole, the
CINCs” access and Impact on resource allocation appears to
be on track. The fact that they have such good access to
the system |s clted by the Government Accounting Offlce as
one of the reasons the CINCs feel they do not need separate
budgets, as the law allows. The exceptlion is CINCSOC, who
by law must submit a budget. The CINCSOC’s budget is flve
billion plus dolliars and Includes funding for the training
and equipping of speclial operations forces from all
services. There are stll! areas not Included that need work
such as Base Ops and some naval forces. There are two other
reasons for the CINCs reluctance to take on the task of
preparing a full-up budget. One 1s the lack of adequate
staff.38 The other is the lack of presence In the
Washington, DC area. The CINCs would require a staff
present "on the ground" in the capital area to defend their
budgets on a dally basis both iIn DOD and on the "Hill". The
nature of the US budget process demands this. The
assessment |s that the CINCs do not need to have actual
separate budgets but instead thelr needs should be the
driving force in the DOD budget. The change requlired here
is for the CINCs to project out to the future. A balance

needs to be struck between the long range outlooks the
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gervices tend to take and the relatively shorter range
outlook of the warflghting CINC, who |s concerned with
mission accomplishment today. This does not require an
overhaul of the PPBS system but a new approach to the
process that keeps the long and short range needs In
perspective. The key players in making this adjustment are
the CJCS, the Secretary of Defense, and the Congressional
Committees concerned. They can insure that, even though the
CINCs rely on the components for thelr major force dollars,
their budget requirements will be met. The CINC: also can
communicate directly with the Secretary of Defense lf they
feel they are not getting the necessary support. This |is
written Into the law to avold the CINC’s saying he had no
recourse. The CINCs own budgets should be concerned with the

Jolnt tralning, exercises, and related areas.

The impact of Goldwater-Nichols on the CINC and his
authority has been great. The assessment to this point is
however, mixed. It is true that the authority of the CINC
to take total responsibllity for hls assigned missions has
been increased. There are still problems. The service
influence is still great. The old barriers have not been
broken down completely yet, but there is no denying that
the CINCs are listened to. Besides their increased

participation In the PPBS process they are called to
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Congress to testify on all aspects of the military and DOD

affalrs.

There are many areas where Improvements can and will be
made. The education system that the Act put into place s
Increasing the Jolint knowledge among services. Thls and the
Increased emphasis on quallty offlicers on Jjolnt staffs |s
having an increasing positive effect on the CINCs ability to
accompl ish the mission. The doctrine for Joint operatlions
ls coming on line and the CINCs will beneflt from it, though
it is stlll in the future. The JCS doctrine is written in
several key areas. The services however, have not as yet
approved the doctrline and alllgned thelr lnternal doctrine
to match. The services, though they approve the joint
doctrline, do not as yet have thelr Internal doctrine
publication In line with it. This allignment will be a long
time in coming. There appears to be a reluctance on the
services part to iIntegrate ldeas that did not originate from
within. The Alr Force and the Navy, for example, have a
fundamental doctrinal disagreement on how to employ air
assets. They have an agreement but they resist change to a
common doctrine. What is the correct doctrine? I don‘t
know but the services need to open up to new ldeas and think
through these areas. The Chalrman, as senlor military

leader, can use his authority to force thlis to occur. The
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timellne is long and only the preliminary steps have been

taken.

The whole environment created by the Goldwater-Nichols
Act iIs having a positive effect on the combatant commanders.
The process, as always, |s evolutlonary and It Is evolving
closer to the Intent of the Law. There are problems but
what |s necessary is not to change the Law. A recent study
by the Center for Strategic and International Studles
concluded that the "law gave the appropriate authority" to
carry out its intent. The problem was that the Secretary of
Defense, CJCS, and the CINCs needed to exert some aggressive
authorlty to make changes happen.3%9

What about the future? The reform continuum is still
moving. There are some difficult questions to resolve as
the Department of Defense moves toward reductions in force
levels and dollars. Is there redundancy in the forces?
Would an enlarged Marine Corps Force coupled with the
improved air power be able to deter regional agression?
Should, on the other hand, the Army have the Marine role?
Where is it written In stone that the Navy is the only
gservice that can operate sea going vessels? If the CINC of
the Transportation Command is truly to be in charge why not
give him the staff and “command" of MTMC and the Naval
Seallft Command? Should there be a Forces Command or should

all the Army’s forces have a primary assignment to a CINC
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and if there is a secondary assignment let the “commanding"
CINC Insure they are tralned and ready to do either mission.
Does the way Naval forces are assigned really promote

readiness or is {t more traditional and convenient?

There are many questions that need to be looked at |f
the US is to maintain its world super power status as we
move lnto the 21st Century. What IS8 required are !nnovatlve
thinkers who are solldly schooled In thelr craft to break
the exlsting paradigm |f necessary and move defense reform

to the next step in the evolutlionary process.

41




NN ® N OO

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

ENDNOTES

Congressiona] Record, 99th Congress, 2nd Session,
1986, Volume 132, pt. 60, p. S5465.

John P. Gellnne, Ma), Assessment of the Impact of
Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986 on Joint Command, Control. angd
Communicatjiong, p. S.

Congressjonal Record, 99th Congress, 2nd Session,
1986, Volume 132, pt. 60, p. S5464.

Mark T. Seeley, Maj, Goldwater-Nichols Department of
Defengse Act of ]9686: Genesls and Postscript

, P. 14.
ibid.
Gellnne, p. 10.
Ibld., p. 15.
Ibld., p. 12.
Robert J. Art, Vincent Davis, and Samuel Huntlngton,
eds., Reorganizing America‘s Defense, p. 346.

. Seeley, p. 20.

Art, Davis, Huntington, p. 174.
Ibld., p. 175,

Ibld.

Mark Perry, Four Stars, p. 96.
Gelinne, p. 13.

Art, Davis, and Huntington, p. 178.
Ibld., p. 179.

Ipld., p. 177.

Ibld., p. 179.

42




20. Archle D. Barrett, Reappralsing Defense Organization,
p. S53.

21. Ibid.

22. Garry W. Devllley, CDR, Jolnt Organization: Where Do
We Go After Goldwater-Nichols, p. 7.

23. Gellinne, p. 26.
24. Perry, p. 338.
25. Cong. Rec., p. S5467.

26. Ronald Reagan, Megsage to Congress Qutlining Proposals
for Improvement of the Defense Establishment, p. SI19.

27. Ibld.
28. Ibld.

29. Unjted States Code, 1988, Title 10, Sec. 164,
pp. 69-70.

30. Public Law 99-433.

31. Paul Y. Hammond, “Fulflillling the Promise of the
Goldwater-Nichols Act in Operation, Planning, and

Command", in Making Defense Work, ed. by James A.
Blackwel]l Jr. and Barry M. Blechman, p. 142.

32. lbid., p. 122.

33. John H. Cushman, “"The Planning, Command, and Conduct of
Mitlitary Operations: An Assessment of DOD Performance
1986-1988", in Making Defense Work, ed. by James A.
Blackwell Jr. and Barry M. Bleckman, p. 110.

34. John E. Valllere, Maj. "Stop Quibbling: Win the War",
US Naval Institute Proceedings, December 1990.

35. GAO Report 90-76, Role of Joint Militacy Organlization
in Resource Allocation, p. 9.

36. lbid., p. 10.
37. lbld., p. 12.
38. Ibid., p. 23.

43




39. Report of the Joint Project on Monltoring Defense
Reorganizationt, Making Defense Reform Work, p. 29.

44




BIBLIOGRAPHY
BOOQKS

Art, Robert J., Davls, Vincent and Huntlington, Samuel
P., eds., Reorganizing America‘’s Defense, Washington, D.C.,
Pergamon-Brassey’s, 1985.

Barrett, Archle, D., Reappralsing Defense Organization,
Washington, D.C., NDU Press, 1983.

Blackwell, James A. Jr., and Blechman, Barry M., eds.,

Making Defense Reform Work, Washington, D.C., Brassey’s
(US>, Inc., 1990.

Clark, Asa A., Chiarelll, Peter W., McKitrick, Jeffrey

S., and Reed, James W., eds, The Defense Reform Debate,
Baltimore, Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1984.

Moses, Louls J., The Call for JCS Reform, Washlington,
D.C., NDU Press, 1985.

Perry, Mark, Four Stars, Boston, Houghton Mlfflin Co,
1989.

JOURNALS/MAGAZ INES

Calawell, William and Greutzner, James K., "DOD

Reorganlization®, U.S. Naval Instityute Proceedings, May 1987,
pp. 136-145.

Canan, James, *“New Clout for the CINC’s", Alr Force
Magazipne, June 1988, pp. 42-48.

“Pentagon Reorganization Blll Approved by Goldwater
Panel", Congressjional Quarterly Weekly, 8 Mar 1986, p. 572.

*Senate Backs Major Changes in Organlization of

Pentagon®, Congressional Quarterly Weekly, 10 May 1986, p.
1030.

Snider, Don M., *DOD Reorganization: Part 2, New
Imperatives®, Parameters, Sept. 1987, pp. 88-100.

Valliere, John E., MaJ., "Stop Quarelling: Win the
War", US Naval Institute Proceedings, Dec 1990, pp. 38-45.

45




STUDENT RESEARCH PAPERS AND THESES

" Devilley, Gary W., CDR, :
We Go After Goldwater-Nichols?, Thesis, Maxwell Air Force
Base: Air University, April 1989.

Gelinne, John P., LT, Aggegament of the Impact of
GColdwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganjzation Act

of 1986 on Joint Command. Control. and Communlcations,
Thesis, Naval Post Graduate School, 1989, Washington DTIC,
1989, AD-B132 428.

Hyatt, Scott W., LTC, Military Reform - What Next?,
Thesis, Carlisle Barracks, US Army War College, | March
1989.

Seeley, Mark T., MaJ., The Goldwater-Nichols Department
Qf Defense Act of [986: Genesis and Postscript, Thesis,
Naval Post Graduate School, 1987, Washington, DTIC, 1987
AD-A193 286.

Valentine, Frank J. Jr., COL, Should the Defense

Reorganization Act of 1986 Be Ammended to Improve
Resource Allocation?, Theslis, Carlisle Barracks, US Army War
College, 26 March 1990.

PUBLIC DOCUMENTS

Congressional Information Service, CIS Anpnual
i ,» 99th Congress, 2nd Session, 1986
Abstracts, 1987.

Conaressjonal Record, 99th Congress, 2nd Session, 1986,
Vol. 72, No. 60, pp. S55463-547

Government Accounting Offlce Report 90-76, Roles of

washington, GPO, Jun 90.

Government Accounting Offlce Report 89-83, Defepnse
Reorganization, Progress and Concerns at JCS and Combatant
Commands. Washington. GPO, Mar 89.

Reagan, Ronald, "Message to Congress Cutliining
Proposals for Improvement of the Defense Establ ishment",

Public Papers of the President 1986, Washington, GPO, 1989,
p. 519,

46




U.S. President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Defense

Management, Final Report to the Preslident, Washington, GPO,
1986.

Hilton, R.F., Evolving Role of Jolnt Milltary

i », Alexandria, VA,
Institute for Defense Analysis, 1989.

Department of the Army Report to Congress, “Army

Impiementation of Title V, DOD Reorganization Act of 1986*,
wWashington, Department of the Army, 1987.

United States Code, 1988 ed., Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1988, Vol 3, Titlie 10, Chapter 6.
News, Leqgislative Hlistory, Vol 4, pp. 2168-2327.

US Congress, House Investigation Sub-Committee of the
Committee on Armed Services,

DOD Reorganization
Implementation (H.A.S.C. No, 100-34>. Hearings, 100th

Congress, lIst Session, Washington: Government Printing
Qfflce, 1988.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVES

Joint Chliefs of Staff Publicatlion, -2
Action Armed Forcegs (UNAAF), Washington, 1 Dec 1986.

Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication, UCS Pub 3-0 (Test):

Doctrine for Unjfied and Joint Operations, Washington, July
1990.

Joint Staff Officers Guide 1986, Washington, 1985.

Joint Staff Officers Guide 1991, Washington, 1990.

US Department of Defense, DQD_DL:gg;ng_;lQQili
Components, Washington, 25 Sep 1987.

47




NEWSPAPERS

Selb, Gerald F., "Milltary Reform Has Glven Fleld
Commanders Declisive Roles and Reduced Interservice Rivalry‘,

Wall Street Journal., 24 Jan 1991, p. Ai2.

48




